UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 02-2460

ALLEN W LLI AMS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

UNI TED STEELWORKERS COF AMERI CA, AFL-ClI O CLC,

Def endant - Appell ee.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Mddle
District of North Carolina, at Durham Frank W Bull ock, Jr.,
District Judge. (CA-01-572-1)

Submi tted: August 19, 2003 Deci ded: April 16, 2004

Bef ore WLKINSON, LUTTIG and GREGORY, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Romal | us O Murphy, Sr., G eensboro, North Carolina, for Appellant.
Richard P. Rouco, WHATLEY DRAKE, LLC, Birm ngham Al abama, for

Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Allen WIllians appeals the district court’s order
granting summary judgnent in favor of United Steelworkers of
America, AFL-CI O CLC (“USWA’), on his conpl aint all eging viol ations
of the Labor-Managenent Reporting and D sclosure Act (LVRDA), 29
U S C 88 411(a)(2), 412, 529, and race discrimnation in violation
of Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, as anended, 42
US CA 88 2000e to 2000e-17 (West 1994 & Supp. 2002) and 42
US C § 1981 (2000). WIllians does not raise the Title VIl and
§ 1981 cl ai ns on appeal .

W review a grant of summary judgnent de novo. Higgins

v. E. 1. DuPont de Nempurs & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th Cr.

1988) . Summary judgnent is appropriate only if there are no
material facts in dispute and the noving party is entitled to

judgnment as a matter of law Fed. R Cv. P. 56(c); Celotex Corp.

v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 322 (1986). W view the evidence in the

I ight nost favorable to the non-noving party. Anderson v. Liberty

Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 255 (1986).

We have reviewed the parties’ briefs, the joint appendi X,
and the district court’s order. W conclude the district court
properly concluded Wllians failed to establish that renoval from
the office of president of the Local union and the decision to
i npose an admnistratorship were a direct result of his speech

agai nst display of the Confederate flag. See Sheet Metal Wrkers’




Int’l Assoc. v. Lynn, 488 U S. 347, 354 (1989). Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See WIllians v.

United Steelworkers of Anmer., AFL- Cl O CLC, No. CA-01-572-1

(MD.N.C. Cct. 31, 2002). W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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